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FOREWORIS

Years of effort and countless studies have been
devoted to seeking better ways to help

California's
foster children who reside in

twenty-four-hour, out-
of-home placement.' In theory, the Original goal of
but-of-home placement to provide "tcrL,orary" shelter
and care persists; whereas in reality many children
remain in the foster care system until the age .of
eighteen. Theoretical goals and present practice
have rarely been farther apart.

Theory to the'contrary, the duration of the out-
.of-home placement can be for an extc4ed pc,riod of

time. Rising numbers of children in -h

placement, ,whether fo'brief or extend,A period of
time, are the result of changing social patto------
Many children who enter the foster care system will

* never return home% Many children require highly
sophisticated, professional. treatment scrvicos either
at intake or duringtheir foster care. Very large
ntwbers can do well in Ipme settings. Out-of-home
placement policy should be designed to-meet tho
reali.S7 of varying typos of care.

4
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Not only are the population
characteristics of

the'children and their needs deserving of attention,
ut the monetary costs desee scrutiny to insure the

best possible use of the funds.to help the children:
"The total 1974 estimated cost to federal, state and
local governments for the approximate

55,820 children
in California foster care programs...is

approximately
$267,000,,000 anpually."1/'

Major.newspapers, including the Los Angeles Times
ancl the San Francisco

Chronicle, have indicated in
dediterials and articles that the foster care system
needs drastic overhaul to insure that children are
well served by the

expenditures. Thel;foster care
_system is

a bureaucratic,ai-ghtmare;
it serves child-

ren badly,
and the-taxi3ayer

negligently. Many factors
contribute to this situation.

The foster
care'system is funded by and through

a plethora of agencies, bureaus, divisions and depart-
ments within the Cpunty, Stato'and Federal govern-
mental structureb. (See Chart on page IV.) The fund-
ihg provided through the

multi-agencies and delivered

1/ "...68% (of the foster
ohildreni....remain in theprogram two or more years...ari almost'on9 childin four has been in foster caxe continuously for fiveyears or more."

Ld(jislative Audit Committee Reportsp. 9. and 143.1, p. 22.
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by a myriad of personnel in various family, groupand
,institutional settings, is often 'jeopardized bylack of proper supervision and clearly (Wined ob-.

icctives. It is
Possibl,_: the funding maze may help

some children who enter the foster care system, but
the o.:7A are againot-this

possibility.
Tho Children's R9searc1i Institute .11prcciatesthe support of

t.h.' n'onartmont of Health, Education
and Welfan:, who through their (rant Po. 90-C-93,
May 13, 1974, made the Synthesis of the Seven Foster6re studios possibla, re ar,

particularly gratefulfor technical
assistance provided by both Say Millerand Rebecca

c;huov, of the San Francisco Regional
office, HEI.7, Office of Chill

Development.
Our intcrest as an

was to draW uronVthe export knowl,lge an- vast
experience-6f retiredsocial welfare ansl probation

administrators to oval --.uate previous work an,' make tinely
recomrcndations.The

consultants have proviCed a clear statement of0

foster care priorities.

Respectfully submitted,

,11 / /
/ ; "

t.tiDelmer J. Pascoe, M.D.
Proj,:,cf.: Director

December 20, 197/1
San Francisco,

California
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C.

INTRODUCTION

It seemed appropriato to review all the recent,
work concernd with the out-of-home Rlacement of
foster children in California. Because' of the diverse,)

demographic and g,,,ographic characteristics. of Cali-
fornia, the Children's Research Institute felt that
a synthesis and review of recommendations made in many
reports, if brought together, would provide a guide to
decision makers nnd interested citizens.

The study 11,:.s been conducted Muting a six-month
period by twelve consultants., most of whom arc retired
adminiptratorr with careers distinguished by deep .con-
corns for

high professional standards, and
who in manli.instancs were responsible'for innovative0

1
+C.and respected

aelministrative changes in thI welfare

and probation-systems.
w

SeVen Reports have been reviewed. First, the
major recommenations wore sorted and extracted from

lie reports., Second, the recommendations were ranked
as to importance

and practicability. Third, the
comments were brought together into a narrative form.
Fourth, the single comp.Aling recommendation for a
"Children's Departm:mt" was carefully considered.
Unanswered questions wore; listed and appear heroin.

V



Despite the numerous suggestions made for a

comprehensive Children's Services Unit,' the Consul-
tants-who grappled with the manner and level for

placement of such a proposed unit within the State

Government were able only to formulzite a list of a
few of the structural considerations. For example:
1) Can one consider "childr,n's services" without
including the education system? To do so would imply
overcoming 'constitutional prohibitions in California.
2) Can one develop an exclusive Children's Services

Unit,without including the Probation and California

Youth 'Authority youngsters? 3) Is it appropriate to

include.a "protective and nurturing" function with onea.

traditionally corrective and rehabilitative? 4) Are
there clearly' distinguishable characteristics am ng.

4population8 of children who are mentally ill, develop-
mentally disabled or abused and neglected? 5) Does
one begin with the very young child, as in a separate

Department of Child Development?

BecauseAthe issue of\a' Single Children's Services
Unit is of such importanca to an overall review of fos-
ter care, the Children's'Research Institute of Califor-
nia urges the Governor and the Legislature to establish

a task force to define and to make the legislative and

\
Q
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regulatory changes necessary to establish such a unit
during the 1975 Legislative Session.

There should ho no illusions about this report.
It is not original work. Its intent ,and its final
effort yas to utilize the recommendations made by others
in earlier reports, The form and strl,cture of this pre-

)

sentation may improve efic, odds for decision-makers and
citizens who wish to bring about change in the present
systems to bettcx serve children. It mar. point to '
whorc1lollars may best bo spenL. The recommendations
alone, however, do not \guarantee effectiveness. If the
goal were surv'val of a' system, things could romlin as
they arc. One need.never do very much other tha4 make
a few suggesti ns, offer a greater proliferation of
re15brts, and perhaps hold a few hearing;. These insure
a, static, enduring system

It was felt.there would"bc value in bringing into
one dominant the major findings of the Seven Studies,
establishing priority among the findings,

and if pcis'-.

sible, settling on one or two
recommendations which

would be improvements for foster care delivery.
HT would one accomplish this goal? Were there

knowledgeable persons who could view the 'Tarious seg-
ments of the foster care system objectively, without

VTI



the paralySis of their iwn professional
pen:trective?

A decision,was made for heavy
use of,cross-th.,cipIines,

,,drawn almost
exclusively from the ranks oZ retired pp.r-

sons. The distance by their retirement and to
gleg be reflective seemed to the Trustees of children's .

Research Institute to be important ingredirt for such

\

a review. A reservoir of experience has be.
upon. The report i3,submitted with, the cc.!rt.;

ledge that outstanding
retire,d.administrator, in Cali-,:

fornia have considered the subject of what c 1,e4t
help childr n living twenty-four -hours a a-cm
their own pa ents.

J.

Our one isappointment istthat we were kkl to
I agree on the tructure of a Children's Serv],_
The report make s suggestions regarding such - cit:, but
mostly it asl estions. Change 'alone is,

meet. Henry A. Icissinger in "Strategy and Or ;,.-tion"
writes: "In the absence of a genrally under:; doc-

,

rine,'our acUons\wili of necessity proilre h
\

conflicting proposals will wompetiS, with each with-
out an effective

basis for their resdlution.
problem as it arises will seem novel and ener(;,.:- will49.

be absorbed in analyzi a its natvre rather than in
seeking solutions... "1/

.

1/ "Foreign Affairs", No
p.'394.

AUT

3, Vol, 35, (April J.w.:7).



1
"There . no question, .the current .service systemis worthwhile," noted Gacty Brewer in describing the

.0

entire spectrum of children's delivery systems. He
. .

, ,
adds; -an fact, portions of it are outstanding; -How-

,

ever, there are, in general:1 many major
problops fa9iagthe system, with bettor

organization and support,it could do far better. 14-y are not receiving services,or they are receiving the Wrong
dt-inadequate services;there are serious glp services offered, inforMttionis insufficient, Control is inadequate, and most im-

port%nt, the
resources dcwoted to, serve our handi.&:, I.dP-Ichildren in need are insuffteicnt.

To understand, the
//kinds, magnitudes, and

inter-relatioiships of these/
-4.

problems requires thzt we view the system comprahon- -`---

.

.
,

sively and from the perspective of'fihe basic.service'
needs of childten:"1/

.40

The :Toed for coorditiation iiclEan,
Unfortunately,our document, like the reports which were reviewed,

stops short of deCining i Sructure for the bringing
togethOr of the resources foi the children.

Guideposts oro fpfevided f decision makers who
may wish to "bring the resources. togothee .and to
implement, the

Rccbmmendat'ions for "basic service needs
of children.

1/
Browec.,.(34rry D., "Serving

Huldicappod Children:The Ro,r42 Ahead", Rand
Corpor-!tirtn*, Santa tilmicarCeliforni7

TX
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THR STUDIES

The California Review -and Synthesis of Ppster
Care Studies project has prepared herb a document.

1

ethic' reviews and combines the major recommendations
of seven recent California Audios
These studies were

Children
State,,Departmtnt

Welfare, 1972 -

ll'eport on Fost,!r. Care in California :Joint Leaislative Audit Committee, 1973(June), i42.1

Report on State's Rolp in Fos ter Care in California'Joint Leaislative
Audit-Committee, 197A(January), 142.2

' 2f

An Evaluation of Accountability for Poster Care',at the State
Joint Legislative Audit Committee, 1974(Jay), 14'1.3

new Persn3ctives on Child "elfare
roster Ca):e. Paervice5, Staffing and Delivery SystemDer!' ice Q. ;Wiscn and -liehael Shapiro in'collaboration with nernard Nahn', A.D. Xupsrstein.and l'aUl

reihberger;,San\Prancisco, 1973 under.Rosenberg and San
Pranciseo,FounCationandCalifornia State University, Sah Franciscoauspices in cooperation with the San ttateo

Department cf ",jodic HeA.th and Welfare andSan Hatco.ProbatiOn Depa tment

,adoptions and Poster Care atndy ReportState _of California,
Department of Health,

of Foster Care.

It

o. Social

November 1, 1971r _ ?

,,
,

,

proS=14tentirt-A,t Paackground Infornat3on; Summary410 thQ Pnt,notl.t.and.Cbnera] Reczomni.,n0atlonr;- 'Stusy
Californian3 for Juvenileq-ustibe by'Arthur' Dolton Associates, June, 1970

,41

,;
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SYSTFM
P.P.COMP,NDPmIOMS
..

. ..

After .a comprehensive review of the seven recentCalifornia Poster Care studies, the coqslAtants,determined thdse
S9stem.RedOmmendations, rated hereby theii. priorities. Source references fpr each ..tecommondation will follow.

Mealth'and v'elfare Agency should develop.a
single Children's Service Unit responsible for,

,.planning, operation and evaluation, for children
reguiring out-'0f-home care.

2. Juvenile Court and Probation jairisdiction should he
limited to children classified under,Set,tion 602* '

() lifornia 'Ellfare and. Institutions Cod`)', the
most serious offenders.

Protectilve Services* should be given jurisdiction
for children

clAssificd.under Section 600*, abused
or neglected children.

Section 601*, a category reserved for children who
are generally out of parental control, should he
repelled and an alternative system of community
services (public and private; Youth Servides

1Bureau* as model)
including family crisis

counseling he mandated ;Or all counties.

3. There should he a, statewide
supervising agency

designated to,monitor probation departments, establish

* Please see Glossa"rv.

.4"

2



RK .

"standards, and evaluate program effectiveness.

(The .California Youth Authority* would be a

pos6ible choice.)

* Ple.ase see Glossary.

tJ
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SoURCi 12UPPr7CrS (System Recommendations)
. s

;Joint Legislative Audit Committee, An ?valuationof Accountability for Foster Care at the 'State Lev 1,1!-!7A (July) , 148.3, 117-

2Study conducted for Californians for juvenile,Justice by Arthur nolton Associates, Progress PenortBadtgroune Information, Summary of the Prolil2m, andGeneral Recommenations, June, 1970, p. AA.to

3Ihid., vp. A5.

.4



1".ANAGME"T
Rr.COTIrrIDA10%tS

o
After a comprehensive review of the seven recentCalifornia Foster Care studiVs, the consultantsdetermiAed.these Management Recommendations, ratedhere by their priorities Source references for eachrecommendation will follow..

1. The State Department of Social rIelfare should
.

° ,instruct counties on how to identity those
/

dependents and wards .of the Courts eligible for
federal reirhursemont.

2. Counties should more closely examine eligihility
for Aid to Families with Dependent Children, (AFDC).*

3. The Department of Health should develop a statewide
foster care caseload Standard.

4. The 13epartnrInt
Tealth shduld develop a uniform

foster family home rate, making allowances for
special needs.

5. The 'Department of Health should develop information
systems to collect data necessary to measure program
effectiveness.

6. The Department of Pealth should increase AFDC-BHI
(Boarding Homes and Institutions). program staff to
no more than 12 (if one foster care system develops
still the same need for sufficient program staf:'
to monitor entire system).

Please 4ee glossary

5
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ilana9ement
Recommendations

(2),

Administrativet

a) .-Divide foster care into twp prOgrams
long-term and1:3or-term

b) Develop closer ties between fostex care andadoptions program
.

Certify, rather tharf license, foster homes.*
.

/
a) Increase ,allowance to non-needy relative

.
e) Initiate a system of incentive payments*4

* This recommendation was later rejecter?. Pleasesee page 29 forb c) and nage /31 for e).

6

ui



Managem.Int
Recommendation§

.(3

SOURCE RvT7.117."C7S Clanagement Recommendations)

1Joint Legislative Audit Comittec, Report,onFoster Care in California, 1973 (June), 1e8.1, p. 17.

2Ibid., p. 3e.

.3Joint Legislative Audit Committee, report onState'ls Role in Foster Care in California, 1°7e(Jnuary), 148.2, p.. 22.

\ 'Ibid., p. 25.

5Ibid., p. 15.

6
Ibid., p. 17.

7aState of California, Deloartment of Ileith
Adoptions and Foster Care Study r,e-,ort, Novc,mber 1,1973, p. 8.

%bid., p. 8.

7cI'iid, p. 20.

7dIbid., P. 22.

7eIbid., p. 17.

7



ROORAV MCOrvENDATIONS

After al4plomprehensive review of the seven recentCalifor is Foster Care studies, the consultantsdetermined these Program Recommendations, rated hereby their priorities. Source references for eachrecommendation will follow.
,

1. County Departments of Social Services, upon recaivins,
Ia request for out-of-home placement, should make'.

an immediate evaluation of the case and the alter-
natives for ,handling it. ?'very reasonable bffort
should be made to prevent entry of the child into
the teeter Care System.

2. Services (24-hour crisis intervention, homemaker;
mother helper, day care, counseling, medical and
psychiatric.treatment, etc.) should be available,w
and delivered to fam,i1ies in an'elfort to preclude
removal of the child.

3, Services should continue to be deliveied to the
natural family if the child is removed. They should
,be a central

component of intensive work with the
family toward the goal of the return of the child
in the near future.

4. The specifics of a careful review of out-of-home
N.acevents according to a specified time frame
should be

developedandenforced.' 9ritten short-
term and longtern plans which evalu4te possi-

/-bilities of return i7.o home, adoption, long-term
8

tl
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eve, - P T

0
0 . Program

Recommendations
(2)

foster care,,etc. should be made for the child

at every point of review. At a definite time

during placement, a permanent Plan should

madt for the child. If the temporary placement

:exceeds a certain length of time, the permanent

plan should he reviewed, implemented and enforced.

5. The State Department cf Health should revise the

adoptions easeload standard to allow adoption

workers sufficient time to work with foster children

and their foster parents toward potential adoptive

placements.

6a. County adoption departments should be furnished

with sufficient legal staff to process cases. of

freeelom of foster childr6n from custody and con-.

ttol of their natural parents..

00,. Free legal service should be provided to foster

parents wishing to qualkfy for .guardianship of

foster child but lacking financial means to

meet costs.*

7. 'Training programs for foster parents should be

planned and required.

8. Training needs and programs for child services

workers should he review60 and revised.

-

* This recommendation !Jas later reject:ed. Please seepages 42-43.
"

9
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Program
(Recommendations

(3)souncF Rnrcnrcrs (Program Rec ,I.nendations)

1
State Department of Social Welfare, ChildrenWaiting,'1972, r 10. State of California,

Vepartmentof Health,

P.acIntla12anLE2aLc2Zq412JIWZEn2Et,Novemher 1,n73, p. 6.
,

. .

2
State Deliartment of Social Welfare, ChildrenWaitina, 197:, r t Dernice Q. Madison and MichaelShapiro in collaboration with Bernard Nahn, 71. D:Nuperstein and Paul weinberger, Mew .Perspectives onChild welfare loste.4 Care gervices, Staffing andDelivery Syptce,

1'173 uneiT.,..FTG-senberg and Sal FranciscoFoundation ailt'' California State University, SanFrancisco ausflices,in cooperation with the San MateoProbation DepertrIont, ch. R. Hereafter this reportwill be refeed to simply 1-T its title. State ofCalifornia, Department of Health, !Adoptions andFoster Care .St.dy Peport, movember 1, 1973, pp. 6-S,pp. 1011.

3State Department of Social Welfare, Children
1

daiting, 1972,r 13. lew Perspectives on Child Wel'fare iFoster Care StsT1.3ces, Staffing and Delivery System, Ich. 8. State (:);_ California,
Department of health;Adoptions add Teeter Care Study Renort, November 1, ip. 12.

4State,Departwmt.of Social Welfare, Children , ,Waiting, 1972. r+ 30- New Perspectives on Child WelfareFoster Care Servixes, Staffing and Delivery Sy tom,ch. 1, D. 167-15G, State o.Z. California, Department
Novem_er 1, 1973, pp. 12-15.(of He th, MontionS-and Foster Care Study Report, 1;

iJ

5Joint LegisliitiveAudit Committeee'Report on State'sRole in Foster Care in California, 1974 (January),148.2, p. 32.

6aState Department of Social welfare, Children/Waiting,, 972, r 15. .Joint Legislative Audit Committee,Report on State's Role in Foster Care in Californi4,197A (Jannary) , 141.2, p. 32.

6bState Dellartmcmt of Social Welfare, ChildrnWaiting, 1972,. r 20.

7
State Department of Social Welfare, ChildrenWaiting,*172, r 21. State of California, Departmentof Health, ,A.4otions and Foster Care Study Report,November 1, 1073, p. 23. Joint Legislative Audit
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(4)

Committee, Report on State's Role in Foster Care inCalifornia, 1974 (January), 148.2, p, 18.
8
State Department of Social Telfare, ChildrenWaiting, 1972, r 12. flew PerspeCtives on GildWelf:are Foster Care Services, Staffing and ,DeliveryService, chs..5-7. State of California, Departmentof Health, Moptions and Poster Care,Study Renort,Movember, 1, 1973, p. 23:-9
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SYSTM4S me.tImIlmlmqlov!s'

1. Recommendation.

The Pealth "el fare Agency shoulddeVelop a
jdngleChildren's Service Unit.responsible forplanning, operation and eValuationfor chiiftenrequiring out-of-home care.

Consultants`' Comments:

All of the consultants
strongly agreed with this

recOmmendation. They felt' that this recommendation was

crucial if the foster care program was to he a truly

t ,

. effective system of services to children and their'

familiei. \ All lanagement and Program recommendAtions

can beqpiccessfully irpiemented only if the single unit

is created.

Some of the consultants specifie6 some functions of
the unit: Caseload staneard setting, rate setting,

development and maintenance of a reporting system. One

consultant described the current fraimentation of services.

Another stressed the importance' of well-qualified,

top-level personnel. The overall concern was the need

for accountability.

Source: !:

(See grauh and cha.t on the following two pages.)
,"There are iksep,rate

organizational units in the' StateHealth and,Welfare A.:194cy responsible for the supervision offoster care programs./ This diffusion of authority precludes
.effectiVe sunervilAoh and coordination of nrocrams with localagencies 'and prevents the assigrinient of res9onsihility for eitherprogram failure or/success at the Statellevel."
Report 8.3 July 1974.'p. 5.
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4

Systems
Recommendations

(2)
"The Healtp and Uelfare Agency is not. organized to permit 1the effective exchange of information regarding the out-of-home

placement of children." Ibid., p.110.
During the present legislative session', over 70 bills relating

to children receiving out-of-home care were introduced. There isno single organizational
unit to detc,r-inn tho impact of this

proposed legislation} Ibid., p. 12.°

1/4

4 r
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' Eitiqated Number of Childrp
:, ,In Out "off fl9me dare.. , ,

:May' A.,. 1973 _*".

) .r.r,
0

4
r

4

Estimated : o'Pereent
...

Numl4et9f- ,Of Total
""--)

.,.. Children
-----1--
Children4 .,

ftI.
Health Protection 'Systems

g 4IC8unty Welfare .Departments) :
.

.
.

.
.

"

cAFDC -BHI (Children
placci2C01.411 .

.tonrelatives) 27,020
.

'APDC4G (children pladed with
-,', .

..

,,

..

relatives) ,12,500% 70.8iA

.,,, .N

6

(2b)

1

Health Treatment SysteTop:r

Developmentaldisabiiities
1

.

6,650

Mental disabilities.
7104

County Probation.bepaztients:
*.

AFDC-B1/1/
.

4
County - funded only

2,980

5,960 16.0'1

Total ChildrerV.
55,82A 100.0%

17The'se children art sqlervited by county probation departments,but their careis
financed in-part by county welfare departments.

2/Excludes 1,330'Departoent pf Youth Authority ICYA)Lchildren under18 years of 'age..

,** tegislative
Audit.Committee, 148.3, p.

o
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Systems
Recommendations.

(3)2. Reconmendationst

Juvenile Court and Probation jurisdiction should belimited to children classified under Section 6:02(California Welfare and Institutions Code), the most .serious offenders.

Protective Services should be given jurisdiction forchildren classified under Section 600, abused orneglected children.

Section 601;a cAtegory reserved fo.r children who. are generally outl\of parental control, should bebe repealed and an alternative system of communityservices (public and private; Youth ServicesBureau as model) including family crisis counselingbe mandated for all counties.

COnsultantsi Corments:

All theconSul'ants arreed to the three recommendations,
although a'numbei of concerns were expressed. First, it I

would be crucial. to mandate protective services throughout,
the State.' Second, it vas stressed that organizationally,
the protective services delivery syster has weaknesses

equal to those of the probation system. It was

suggested, however, thatsa single State level unit for
children would greatly strengthen the role of

protective services at the county level. The introciucation
of the Family Court (while not specified per se in any
of the reports) was suggested as a posix:dve move. In
relation to repealing Section 601, community alternative
programs have not yet proven to be Any more successful
than the established services. The- repeal bf 601 would
call for 'a tremendous amount of conperatior among the
public agencies and between the public and community based

16



Systems'
Recommendations

t4)
organizations. One other concern was the reaction ofnublic employee unions if

consideration was given to
reducing the role of a major county agency such as
probation. Finally, Some probation departments are

4already beginning to move away from dealing with Eml's.

Source:

"The (juvenile
justice) system is required to provide too

many disparate
services for too many.

different kinds of people.
The result is an inability to perform any of its tasks well."
Bolton p. 43..

"We suggest that the
jurisdiction of the

juvenile,court
1

and hence the probation
and policing agencies bp narrowed to include

only those young people who constitute a clear and
present danger

-to society as evidenced by their violation of some establishedcriminal statute." Holton p. 44.
"The Section 601 child 'who persistently or habituallyrefuses to obey the reasonable

and proper orders or directions
of his parents, guardians, custodian or school

authorities, or
who is beyond

the control of such
person,...' is by definitiona child who is in need of proper
and'effective parental care or,

control and has no parent or guardian willing to exercise or
capable of

exercising such care or
control,....or has no parent

or guardian actually exercising such care or control.'
These

children fall within the
jurisdiction of Section GOO of the'

Welfare and
Institutions Code." Bolton pp. 45, 46.

17



I Systems
Recommendations

(5)
3. Recommendation:

There should be a statewide supervision agencydesignated to monitor probation departments, -establish standatds, and evaluate programeffectiveness. (The Ca4fornia
Youth AtIthoritywould be a possible choice.)

Consultants' Response:

There was strong agreement among the consultantson this
recommendation, but equally strong concern was

voiced as to whether the California Youth Authority

6
should be the monitoring State'leval agencv. It was
suggested that the recommended single State level unitbe the monitoring and coordinating agency for probationfoster care. One consultant

recommended that someone be
assigned to investigate this issue in other states.

Source:

"There is no organizational unit within any state agency'responsible for coordinating probation
department placomenti.There is no statewide

supervision agency to mSnitqr-programsadministered by county probation
epartments or to compare programeffectiveness. This leads to variations in the /treatment of foster

children supervised by county probation
departments and isevidenced by varying caseload sizes and rate structures amongthe counties and by the greater use of

constitutional placements
in some counties."
A. Bolton Report, July, 1974, p. 12.



MAII/IG=NT Rncomnr/IDA7toms.

1. Reconnenclationt

The Statc De?artment'of Social TJelfare ofCalifornia (now the Department of,Bemlfit Payments)shoule: instruct counties on how to identify thosedepen-l.ants and warts of the court eligible forfederal reimbursement.

Consultants' Comments

Consultants agreed that counties 'had failed in the
past to collect federal money on the children eligible
for such funding an0 that this money should be claimed.
Only one, consultant did not feel it necessary fOr
instructions to be issued to the counties. In her mind,
the inefficiency in collection had resulted, from
erroneous SDS'4 instructions' in 1973, which had since been!
corrected.

.Source:

-"Because of inadequate and, in some cases, inaccurate infor-mation supplied by SDSW, approximately 2,600 federally eligiblechildren placed in foster homes after having been judged a wardof the court ( *<'slfare and
Institutions Corle,Sections 601 or G02)have not been claimed for federal, reimbursement_

"In'addition/ we estimate that a minimum of 550 federallyeligible children placed in foster homes after being judgeda dependant of the court Welfare and Institutions Code Section600) also have not been claimed for federal reimbursement

Since this claiming deficiency has existed since the incep-tion of the federal policy to Share in the cost of foster care(January 2, 19(7) , the loss of federal reimbursements .amounts toan estimated $18 million for the 6-1/2 years ending June,30, 1973."Legislative Audit Committee, 146.1, pp 4-5.

rob
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,2. Recommendation

Management
Recommendations

(2)

Countiet shoUld
more closely,examine AtDC eligi-bility.

Consultants' Comments:

Consultants agreed that both State and County
admini:Arations must assist in the

identification .of
children eligible-tor federal funding,

Source:

(See citation under Recommendation 1)This recommendation stresses the county's responsibility forclaiming federal funds for AFDC children who have been removed fromtheir homes by court order.

20



Management
Recommundations

(3.)% 3. Reeommendetiont

The Department of Health should develop a state-wide foster care caseload standard.

Consultants' Comments-

Consultants agreed that caseloads .must he40

standardized. However, many 'consultants were concerned
that these be flexible in line with the folldwing

considerations:

a) special characteristics of county

b) amount Of time required to work with fosterfparents; e.g., six children in one fosterhome take less time than one child in eachof six foster homes.

c) separate workers for families which can hereunited vs. children for whom no realistic
family ties exist

d) relationship between caseload stdndards forfoster care and'adoption

Source:

"...we can find no justification for the wide
variations in caseloads that currently exist. In the
counties we visited, the average caseload size rangedfrom 25 to nearly 68." Legislative Auat Commit'tee
148.2, p. 22.

.
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Recommendations

(4a)

Average Foster Care Caseloads
For County

Welfare.and Probation Departments'
Six-County Sample

April°1973 *

Average Nimber of Cases Per Caseworker

County Welfare Department County Probation

DepartmentVoluntary Court-Ordered

Los Angeles!!
, 52 38

38Monterey
2/ .

2.1 *'55Orange
37 3/ - 51Riverside
68 68 40San Diego
25 45 65San Francisco
33 33

51
s

1/ Effective May 1, 1973, mtluntary and
court-ordered (Welfareand Institutions Code Section 600) caseloads were combined.

2/ Not available; each child placement caseworder processesboth foster care and protective
services cases.

3/ The Orange County Probation
Department processes'all court-ordered (Welfare and Institutions Code Section 600) cases.

,

LegislatiVe Audit Committee, 148.2, tr. 19:

4.
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RecoMnenr>tion:

Management
Recommendations

(4)

The Department of Health should develop a uniformfoster family home rate, making' allowances forspecial nee6s.

Consultants' Comments:

Consultants agreed that there should be a uniform
family home rate, with allowance's' for special needs.
The Suggested that these rates be flexible and increase
as the child grows older. It was also indicated that
the state and federal governments should assume more
of the" cost. One consultant proposed thal not only
should the county be relieved of cost, but the Board
of Supervisors should be relieved of the power to
establish rates.

Source:

"The foster famly home rates authorized by'County Boards of Supervisors range from aboUt $98per month...to $160 per month...The BHI* rateschedule for California's 20 largest populated,counties is presented..." (See following nage.)*Legislative Audit .Committee, 148.2, p. 22.

* Please see glossary .
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RecommeTdatiOns

(4a)

Boarding Homes and Inetitutio
Caseloads, Rates and Average PaytientsFor the Twenty

Largest Counties
June 1973*

Alameda
Contra Costa

1/BK.
Caseload

Regular
HigheSt*

:Average2(
Foster Payment/Child

Home Rate?../ In Foster Home

Ayerage

Payment/Child
In institution'

1,344
861

$130
130 L T(:'

$574
631

Fresno
591 110

102 4/
Kern

692 110
103

426
Lips Angeles 13,180

107 o I
I 122

466
Marin

150
160

I, 133
474

Monterey - 219 '125 !
l'

117
Ai

Orange
721 148

' 118 1
444

Ri*lside, 797 125 II

o 106
438.

Sacramento 675 125 11

132
487

San Bernardino 943 120 q
104 :, 430

San Diego
1,635 127

121
471

San Francisco 2,024
130 // 150

588
San Joaquin

428 125
122'

451
San Mateo

632 130 122
542

SanteBarbara 335 126
123

395,
Santa Clara 1,303 ', 98 147

507,
Sonoma

427 108 146 - 456Stanislaus A34 110
133 474

Ventura
,285 115 /

109
A/

1 ' Public Welfare
in California, June 1973.

2/ County Boards of Supervisors set, the rates in each county; higherrates are usually set for older children. This is the rate for anolder child without unusual soeCial needs.

3/ BHI Caseload Movement and Expenditures Report (CA 237), June andJuly 1973 average.

/4/ Insufficient cases to produce a meaningful average.
* Legislative Audit Committee, 143.2, p. 23.
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Management
Recommendations

(5)
5.

Recnmmendation:

DepaAment'of Health should develop informationsystm to collect data
necessary to measureprogram

effectiveness.

Consultants' Comments:

Consultants agreed with the
recommendation andgoals stated above.

Source:

Counties are not regulated by,the State to collect
pertinent

data on foster children. Thus, it is
impossible to measure

program
effectiveness. An information

system should be developed:
1) 'To identify

the placement best suited tothe child

'2) To plan and control cases

3) T o prepare reliable and prompt reports for federal,state and county officials

4) To develop
criteria'for county systems

5) To
identify,adoptive children at an early ace

6) To measure
effectiveness of achieving goals

Legislative Audit Committee, 148.2, pp. 14-15

C
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Recommendations

16)6.- Recommendation:

The Department ofHealth should increase APDC-BHI-program staff to no more than 12 (if one fostercare system
ddvelops,%the need still exists forsufficient staff to monitor this system).

Consultants' Comments:,

.

(I
The consultants agreed to the need for more.staff. 0to monitor the AFDC -RHI program. There was some doubt'

that twelve staffAlnembersawas a sufficient number..

Source:

"The, state has allocated only three full-time consultantsto monitor the $108 million per year AFDC-BHI program. The-third consultant was not hired by the
department until OctOber1973. These consultants have visited only 12 of the 58 countiesduring the last 24 months." Legislative Audit Committee,148.2, p. 16.

/
Ta
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Management
Recemmendatione

(7)
7a.

Recommendation!

Divide foster care into two prIbgrams long-termand shortterm.

Consultants Comments:

Most consultants felt that such a division would
-be beneficial% Howeverone consultant felt strongly

/ that the.
disadvantages outweigh the advantages by

0'this separation of foster care. She felt that a check
point system for evaluating

placements and reduced
caseloads could solve the.problem.

"

Source:

. sDistingUishing between long-term and short-term foster careis lmportant because the, needs of the children in' each aredifferilint and this division would increase
program effectiveness.Department of Health, p. 8.

ti
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Management,,,
Recommendations -

(8)
7b.

Recorara6rirlation:

Develop closer ties between Foster Care and the,Adoptions Program.

Consultants' CotMnts:

\; Consultants agreed with this
recommendation. As

Oe consultantatrote: "Current
compartmentalization,

is sscrtedly attrrbuted to administrative
convenience. ",

Dbwn\vith bureaucratic convenience as a Kational
. .This proposition is logical and should Oe. supported%."

Other consultants .noted` that in some counties
Foster Care and Adoptions Units wort ,closely and
effectively. If the Foster Care Systems were givr
a higher priority within the State Department of wealth
4 there were more than three technical staff for.the

entire state, the reconmendation would possibly be
ilitplementcei simply through sharing of ideas among the
counties.

Source:

Many adoptable children for whom there is no realistic .
. hope of reunification with fathily never receive a permanentplacement through adoption. These programs need to worktogether more to end the 'limbo' situation for,children.Department of Health, p. 8.

A
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7c. Recommendation:

Certify, rather than license, foster homes.

Consultants' CoMments:

Consultants agreed that certificition of foster,
homes as implemented in many other states is a policy

4from which California could benefit. The legal

implications of licensing makes it an inflexible

process. Uell-guided certification could be an
important supplement to our current licensing

procedure. Orie suggestion was to.test certification
in selected counties and then compare results with
licensing 3*, the same cortie9.

7c. Revised 11(1cornendatton

In selected counties, certification should betested' and results compared with licensing resultsin the same counties.

Source:

Management
Recommendations

(9)

"One s ggested accomodation to the orogram is to convert
the 4.1.ccnsincr of family-type foster homes to a certificationprogram. The belief is that certification allows greaterflexibility better to serve changing needs in social and
admintstrative ciiltrAstances." Department of Health, P. 21.

39
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Management
Recommendations.

(10)7d. Recothmendation

Increase allowance to non-needy pelative.

Consultants' Comments:

Consultants agreed.

Source:

4

"durrently, non-needy relatives may accept responsibilityto care for a related child for whom t)ey are not legallyrequired to pay support. ,Fox this ser)tice.they are reimbursedthrough a formula which pays approximately $50 - $75 per Monthper child. Foster care placement usually costs mo e than doublethis amount." Department of Health, p. 22.6

ti
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Management
Recommendations

(11)
7a.

PecOmmendation:

Initiate a system of incentive
payments.

Consultantse,Comments?

Most consultants felt that incentive payments werenot necessary.
The goal of returning children to theirhomes or providing

permanent placement willbe met bybetter
organization, reduced caseload, etc.

7e. Revised
'flecomt'senPlation.

This
recommenriation is no longer supported.

Source:

Incentive payments, as encouragement towld goal ofreturning child home or prot,iding
permanent placement,have never been tried seriously in California.Department of Health, P. 17.



1.
PROGnAm RECOMP4NDATIONS

Recommendation
/

A County Deartment of Social Services,/ uponreceiving a request
for out-of-home *p1acementshould make n iirnediate evaluation of the ca Aand formulat

alternatives for hand ng it.Every reason ble effort sh uld be cde to preyententry of the child into the Foste Care System.
Consultants' Corr

44'''
1Consultants reed that ever effort must tac made

'
to keep the chilc in the home. iowever, they stressed

if dequate funds for
that this is onl* possible

./
extensive serva/Ces are prov ded.

Source:

7

/
- "When an agency first receives a request for out-opf-liomeplacement, a thorough

social, assessment for diagnosis, promptcase planning, and service or referral can assist familie whohave serious,
problems -but who do not place the child in i opardy.Program decisions and service actions based on findings canhelp families cope with problems before they reach crisisproportions, thus avoid family breakup, abandonment of thechild, or placement of the child in such jeopardy that hemust be removed from the home."

Department-of Health, p. 6.

3
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Program
Recommendations

(2)
2.

Rtcommendation

Services (which would include 24-hour crisisintervention, homemaker, mother's helper, daycare, counseling,
medical and psychiatric treat-ment) should be available and delivered to familiesin an effort to preclude removal of the child.

Consbltants' Comments:

'Consultants a9reed that services should be avail-able and mandated. Ohe consultant writes: "This
supports the first

recommend41/4tionithat'every effort
should be made to prevent entry of the child into theroster Care System. The full gamut of services shouldbe accessible on a V.-hour

basis for appropriate
crisis intervention to prevent removal of the child
from his home."

Source;

"The removal of a child
from his home does not help,,the

family to deal with its problems. The sole criteria for such
removal should-be the need for

protection of the child. Theremoval of the child under other circumstances only compoundsthe prbblems and weakens thc/ family unit, thereby making thereturn of the child a difficult and often lengthy process.It is essential, therefore, that a full range of services,be immediately
available to all persons involved in a familycrisis to assist them in dealing with their problems and topreclude the need for the

removal of the child from the home.Although the services needs of a family
maybe varied and '`complex, it is less costly in dollars and certainly in humancosts, if their

provision helps to strengthen'a 'family unit
and to prevent the need for placement of a child in foster care.
Many of the

needed'services are currently
available but need

to be organized,
coordinated and focussed on family crisis which

have been identified. Generally, the range of services which
should be available in a comprehensive

family services delivery
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system should include at least the following:

Counseling Services

Psychological
Psychiatric
Financial

Crisis intervention
Family

Children Waiting, pp. 21-22.

34

Program
Recommendations

(3)

Assistance Services

Day Care

Night care in emergency
situations

Tutorial

Homemaknrs and volunteers
Home physical therapy services
edical/health care
Financial assistance to
maintain home



Program
Recommendations

(4)
3. necommendation

Services-should continue to be delivered to thenatural family if the child is removed. They shouldbe picentral component of intensive work Oith thefamily toward the goal of the return of the child inthe near futpre.

Consultants' Comments !

Consultants agreed that it is absolutely essential
to provide services to the family after the child has
been removed. In many instances, removal is the only
action which is in the best interests of both the child
and his family. As one consultant stressed, this
separation can be therapeutic

only if intensive
services

are provided to the family. Often the parents suffer
from guilt and a sense of failure,

even thouah they
know. they need and desire the removal .of the child.
Services must be4provided to these parents to help them
adjust to and grow in this arrangeMent an to enable
the chilO's early return to the family.

Other consultants expressed special concerns.
T4ese services should be proVided by specially trained-
-,

stafN not the family worker. The family llorkershould
be responsible for securing medical care, housing,
financial assistance, etc. Caseload standards should
be set. The family

worker's.judgment as to when" the
child can safely return hove should be cocci live.

sit



Program
Recommendations

(5)Source:

"Once a decision has been rcached that placement ,isnecessary, intensive work with the family during the firstsix months of placement is particularly important to helpparents stabilize their lives and reclaim their child.Essential services include problem identificWon, agreementupon a mutually
understood goal

toward whictLcounseling andsupport of the parents can be directed, practical advice andguidance, arrangements for medical or
psychiatric'-treatmentfor the parent or child as needed, work training or employmentfor, the' parents, plans for adequate child care or respite helpwhen the child

returns home; help in learning about and usingother resources in the community, and other specific servicesdirected toward creating an environment which makes it possiblefor the family to function with reasonable
stability thereafter."

Department of Health, p. 12.

C
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4. Recommendat4:

Program
Recommendations

(6)

,-

The specifics. of a careful review of out -of-homeplacements according to a specified time frameshould be developed and enforced. Written short-and long-term plans which evaluate possibilitiesof return to home, adoption, long term foster care,etc. should be made for the child at every pointof review. At a definite time during placement,a permanent plan should be made for the child. Ifthe temporary placement exceeds a certain lengthof time, the permanent-.plan should be reviewed,implemented and qnforced.

Consultants' Comments

Colsultants agreed with and elaborated on this

recOmmendation. The focus should be on goal-directed

services. Dynamic management and managerial control
will be necessary. A check-point.system will help as

miglq the newly established foster care registry.

Timely reviewlof cases should be made at a level above

the super'visor of the record-k.4DiAg unit. Counties

should establish fos4pr care review committees composed'

of qualified professionals outside the agency. Finally,

accountability will be extremely important.
!Y

r;

Source:

"Approximately 68 percent of the Children in ourprojected sample remained in the program for two or more years."(See Table 'on the following page.) Legislative Audit Committep. 9. These'statistics do not seem to reflect the goals andintent of the foster care program.
"'Foster Care, should never become a way of life for a child.By its very definition, it is a substitute and temporary solutionto meetincj his needs." Children Waiting, p.38.
The Madison and Shapiro study and others recognize that

"children who are kept in 'temporary' care for long periods,
even though there is no possibility of return to the natural
parents, are deprived of their chance for normal development."Madison and Shapiro, p. 32..
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Program
Recommendations.

(Ga)

Length of Time a Child Remains
In the AFDC-8g Foster,Care Program

Six7Coun, Comparison
Projecte Caseload

June 973 *

.

Los:Angeles

Number f Children
Under Two
Years

Two ears
.

Total
CaseloadAnd er

3,900 9,28 13,180
Monterey

88 131 219Orange
397 324 721Riverside 484 313' 797San Diego
642 993 1,635San .Francis& 518 1,506 2,024

Total Number
of Children 6,029 12,547 18,576

Percent of
Total Children 32.5% 67.5% 10(.0%

* Legislative Audit committee, 148.2, p. 10.

9
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Program
Recommendations

(7)
5.'

Recommendation!

The State
Department of Health should revise theadoptions caseload standard to allow adoptionworkers sufficient time to work with fosterchildren and their foster

parents toward potentialadoptive placements.

Consultants' Comments:

Consultants
generally:.agreed with this

recommendation. One consultant wrote: "Pressnt
regulations define pre-adoptive care quite

restrictively,resulting in varied
interpretations among counties.

These regulations are an effort to maximize Federal 75services funds and
conserve State adoption funds -- anadmirable objective, perhaps, but not at the, high cost.of leaving children without permanent home's.

Another consultant expressed concern that this
recommendation not be construed as encouracjene,nt for
Markers to pressure foster parents to hecore adoptive
parents. "Many foster parents, are not intere,lted

1adopting and did not become foster parents with adoptionin mind.' It is unfair o such families to ur(!..z them to,adopt."

Source:

Mbout 4,950 childrkn in the si> counties 140 sawpied are not
likely tá be

reunited wii.h their natural parents and ate, or were
in the recent past,

potenStially adortive. This group of childrenrepresents 26.6 percent' of the foster care caseload. Pad effectiveadoptive services been made available to them in the
sk7Icond year

of their
placement, they would no longer be receiving foster care

payments.,

"Our June 1973 foster case report
indicated that the average

T39



Program
Recommendations.,

(8)cost of maintaining
a child in foster

care,Including boththose living with
a nOri-relative and thos living in an institutionis $201 a month.
Estimated administrative overhead and servicescosts amount to an additional $93 per month. The annual costsavingt of placing
these children in adoption could amount to asmuch as $17 million, and if our six-county sample is representativeof the state, than the total number of quell children statewide,who are not likely to be reunited with their natural parents,would be 8,200 and the potential

savings would be an estimated$29 million annually." Legislative Audit Committee, 143.2, p. 31.

A

Ii

0
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Program
Recommendations'

(9)6a. Recommendation:

County adoption departments should he furnishedwith sufficient legal-Aaff to process cases offreedom of foster children from custody and controlof their natural parents.
4

Consultants' Coniments:

Consultants agreed. One consultant offered the
repinder that these costs would be ofiset by savings in
BI payments. Most

consultants.indicated'that provision
of thi- egal staff must be legislated and that "depenftncy
on local bar associations is completely inadequatte."

An additiolial suggestion for thiS recomrendation
was not included in the seven studies. A consultant
felt that a legal staff, in and of itself, as not
sufficient. .She recommended that lawyers and judges
receive training to assist thorn in haking decisions
which arc in the best interest's of the child.

OW,

Source:

(See citation under Recommendation 5.)
Adequate legal staff is necessary to insure that, whenpossible, and advisable, the foster child is adopted.

A
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Program
Recommendations

(10)611. Recommendation:

Free legal service, should be provided `to fosterparents wishing to qualify for guardianship of afoster child butlaeking financial means to meetcosts.

Consultants' Comments
I

/lost consultants did not agree with the recommendation
as stated. They were extremely hesitaht about making
foster parents guardians. As one consultant stated:
"!ly experience with foster parents as guardians has. '

been 100% negatives In almost every insthnce the
foster parent has, asked to be relieved

ofsguardia
when the childeecomes a teenager.'

Another consultant wrote 'Guardianship generally
provides little protection for children and may prevent
a responsible placement aeicpey from acting in the child's
best interests."

One consultant
strongly disagreed -with this

recomendation. Avaiaability of 11c,Tal §t1V.riCCS should
'not he based on (Le's participation in the, Foster Care

program. All persons should have access,to these
services. At any rate, the agency whose policy is in
question should not make the ddterminAtion

-as to
whether or not legal.serviees arc available to those
who may. be questioning this avoaey.

z
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Program
Recommendations

(11)61). Revised Recommq1dation.

This recommendation is' no longer supported.

This recommendation was made' by the Children tlitincireport (p. 33.). Its intent was to hclp ameliorate the situationof children in "limbo" and to plan a more stable placement atan early date by helping foster patents assume guardianship.

4
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Program
Recommendations

(12)
7.

Recommendations'

Training nrograms for foster parents should beplanned and required.

Consultants' Comments:

CQnsultants,agreed that a training nregram for
foster parents is necessary. They differed on vho
should implement such a program.

.Some suggestell the
Foster Parents

Association. Another consultant stated
it should be implemented in conjunction with the
Community College District. !lost consultants, however,
indicated that, whoever does the' actual training, the
State must lend support.

Orbs consultant in particular felt that this
recommendation was e:ztremely important and must be

'planned very carsfully,
'Training on a one-shot basis,or even annually, is 'not sufficient, hovever,to meet

the needs of foster narents if they arc to meet the
daily needs of foster children. Training must be
coupled with adequate, on-going consultation and
support service:"

Source:
7

"...of all licensed foster hones in San Francisco in 1970,
only 18 percent were active in April 1973

....County foster parent licensing. staff have indicated thatfoster parent turnover is in large part due to the foster
parents'inability_to cope with the unique problem': foster childrenfrequently present. In our judgment,

an increase in training

4i1
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if

Program
Recommendations

(13)offered foster narents would reduce the turnover of fosterparents. The large turnover of foster parents contributesto multiple placementS for the individual child. It takescostly time for county welfare staff to recruit new narents,and icreadc5.t the chances for less qualified foster parentsto become licensed."
.

Legislative Audit Committee, 148.2, p. 1$3

)
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Program
Recommendations

(14)Recommenation.

Training needs and programs for child servicesworkers should be reviewed and revised. ,

Consultants' Comments

Consultants agreed that training programs for
child services workers need to he reviewed and revised.They'hade several suggestions:

1) The Legislative Audit Committee shouldinvestigate what 'California has been doingwith Federal training funds;
2) Schools should upgrade their academic Majorsin children's

services;
3) P,aencies must 'hook up' with schools toprovide training courses in child care work,child welfare casework, etc.;
4) The. State must take leadership in this effort.

Source:

Madison and Shapiro provide an extensive
evaluation oftraining programs and needs of Child

services workers.
(Chapters ,

5 - 7):

The Pepartment of Health report }lists the trainingobjectives as: ''to reduce admission of children into the fostercare.system, facilitate the
rehabilitation of the home and therestoration of the child to the natural

family, reduce theincidence of those children who drift by inadvertence intolong-term foster care, and insure
development of realistic,long-term care plans whether in foster care, institutions oradoptive placement." (p. 23.)



A ITSRIPTIol flF A PPCTIOn)
SI ,GLE STATE LINFL PITT cEPM; OILTIRF'

IM 9EED or OT4T-LITT PLACE1E1T,

From nmongst the recommendations 'evaluated, the
consultants establi:shed as n priority

the need for
singla,' state level unit serving Childr9n in need of
out-of-home care. The logical level at which` to estab-,
lish this unit is the systcms level within the State
of C::lifornia

Departwmt o1 Herdth.

The consultnntS
were concerned with inequities in

both the accessibility nno thti quality of foster care
services. Thcy were also convinced of the' n,:ed for
accountnbilAy in these servict.s. To facilitate the
amelioration of these

conc.:rns, the'consultant9 recom-
mend that this single unit should have an established
lino of authority. Placement of e single, children's
"systems" unit within the Deoartinent of Health would
insure a supervisory

power over all the present public
programs which effect children needing outof-hom:
cnre,

An -2lteru,,tiv,.
structure at the 11.,11th and Uclfare

Agency er p_nartimmtal level was rci-cLed bcbause the
foster care syqtLm is only e portion of all Children rind

, youth s,rvices,
whether Ag,.ney or D(wartmental. A1:3(,),
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an Agency or Departmental level unit would,, create
greater distance between the, children's service managers
and the children and parents who are to be served.
Once again, the sharp focus necessary to produce ongoing
accountability would 56 lost. In the event of a future
reorganization of the current California Health and
Welfare' Agency, the above factorS should be given para-,
mount consideration in determining at what level a

single children's unit should be established.
single

Objectives of a Children's Services Unit for "Out-
of-Home'Placement" should include.: 1) a comprehensive
planning process, 2) a management

information system
that tracks ral children in the system, 3) a coordinated
management operations system that, would have the
authority and the capacity to dual with issues such as
standards, rate setting, the utilization of federal
funds 4) an effective

accounting and reporting mech-
anism if the state should elect to play a larger role
in the financing of foster care, 5) an evalwItionsystem
that would generate accountability on all levels, botht
to the taxpayer and to the childrear0 parents-to be
served.'

The functions of such a unit would include;

1. Planning

a) forecasting trends in otlt-of-home care,funding nessibilities, and pnliz:ieal Ind
economic conditions;

1 1



b) assisting counties in Ac planning anddevelopment of service systems - designedto meet specific local needs.
. 2. .Operation

a) standard setting,b) licensing
c) yrate setting (in

eoniunctioAkiipith counties)d) maintenance of information systemo) ' allocation of funds
f) accounting and reportingg) program and management consultation withcounties-
h) liaison with impinging Department of Healthsystems, other Health and Wolf are andDepartment of Education agencies.

3. Evaluation

' a) setting goals
b) translating goals into

measurable, time-related objectivesc) collection of data (information system, aswell as
management audits) to determineprogram SUCCQSS and cost effectivenessd) county performance comparisonso) service mode comnPrisoas'

Several consultants suggested tliat the existing
foster care population

categories could be combined into
one, overall,

out-of-home placement management system.
Such a combination would include th':, present systems for
children who are mentally disabled (formerly mentally
ill),-developmentallv disabled (retardod), abused and
neglected, and the children and youth who are in trouble
with the law. In California those groups are presently
under the supervision of Health Treatment Systems; Health
Protection Systems, Benefit Payments, the California

49



Youth Authority, and the County Probation and Welfare
placement systems.

One consultant delineated the various present
systems which should, in his opinion, be provided by anoverall Management and Fiscal Oversight unit for all out--%of-home placement as well as other children's services.Services located in such a unit would include, butnot be limited to

1. Adoptions

2. AFDC-FG (Family
Groups-e^,g., children placedwith relatives) and.ArDC-BHI goarding Homesand

Institutions)

a) foster homes %
b) group homes
c)

institutions and treatment centers
3. Child Herath Services

a)
.Cripplea'Ctlildren's Servicesbl Child & liaternal Healthc) Child Health Screening

4.
Developmental Disabilities
a)
b)
c)

state hospitlls
region;11 centers
local

programs.(residential & day)
5. Mental Disabilities

a) state hospitalsb) local public & private
.hospitalsc) local programs (residential & day treatment)

50



Prointion Placements (AFDC & county'maintenance)

a) foster homes
br group homes
c) institutions and treatment centersd) county ranches
e) county day. treatment

7. CYA

a) state institutions
b) local programs

Were one to accept the necessity of a single over-
all authority for all out-of-home

placement, addressing
the program emphasis of such a supervising unit is

mina-1".:gling. The transfer of authority and funding
mechanisms into a single unit provide formidable chal-
leng,s, even were of to ignore thepolitical

ramifications.
It is debatable whether the Youth Autho4;Ity, Pro-

batic,!1 and similar "correctional/rehabilitation" oriented

prr-9.17%s sruld be sup.Irvised by a foster care unit:

is trwr mr.re commonality than 'disparity between the

childr-;n who comprise' the two populations? Should the

unit include the State Hospitals and the Developmental

Disability facilities which arc obviously designed for

more prolonged periods of twenty-four-hour care? If

hospit7As are incleed under the jurisdiction of an

over-Jl supervisory unit, perhaps in funding they should
be conlAA7red vendors separate from the direct systems

Si



of care providers. On the other hand, it can certainly
be argued that, ifIthe State is to provide

ae!Icomprehensive
children's services delivery system, all services which
affect all children in all places providing out-of-home
care shotild come under the purview of such a system.

Since the above "laundry list" of consitations
only scratches the surface of an exceedingly complex
issue, and since consideration of a single comprehensitTe

delivery system of children's services (including some
services other than out-of-home care) exceeds the
scope of this current review, the Children's Research
Institute concludes this Report of Seven Major'

Studies with vary similar statements made by the majority
of the Seven Studies considered, A Children's Services'
Unit is recommended. The composition and services for
inclusion and exclusion of such a single services unit
for children Is not delineeted.

It is the recommendation that the Governor direct
the Health and Welfare Agency to consolidate all services

44

to children to the extent possible, and that the Gov-
ernor and the Legislature

jointly create a-Task Force
to explore, develop and report by April 30, 1975,

concrete and - detailed recommendations
for establishment

of a single Children's Services Unit within State
government.
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Perhaps the task inrco would serve the children

in the various systems best, if the task forc:, determines

that the notj.rn of 1 single unit is unrealistic .Find

politically not feasible. Or perhaps bringing together

all the services which govern the lives of children who

reside outside their own ho,(1 twenty-four hours each

day, is appropriate and the task force should work to

insure the establishment of such a single-seryices unit

for all children who are cared for outside their own

home. In either event the interests of

be served.

L
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CO arm' n wus":77.1 07,0TirvF

THE PRIMARY RESOMVNDATIN
OF THIS REVIEW AND SYNTHESIS

OF SEVEN EAFJTER MAJOR FOSTER CARE STUDIES IS THAT THEAGOVERNOR
APP THE

LEGISLATURE SHOULD JM4NTLY ESTABLISH A TASK FORCE TO

EVALUATE THE PROGRAM COMPOSITION OF A SINGLE.CHILDREHIS
SERVICES

UNIT AT THE STATE LEVEL.

IT IS THE
PTCMIEN9A.TIOV OF THE CHILDRES RBEApcy

INSTITUTE CONSULTANTS TA, COYSOLTVATIO'1 SHOULD BEGIN TO THE

EXTENT POSSII3LE AvpunslrATIvav, rvm BEFORE ALL THE ISSUES
HAVE SEEN RESOLVE??' CV THE cOMIME9 ErFom OF THE LEGISLATE

AND THE GOVE1'!OR.

QUESTIONS MICH SHOUL BE RESOLVED
CMTEMPORANEOUS WITH

THE URGENT AMIISTRATIVE CHANIES APE:

. 1) rhich of the facilitis providing 2(! hour

out-of4r....m3 cnrc for chil,dren should be included undrx

jurisdiction of a sinole Children's
Sa.vicz:s Unit? Arong

current 24 hour out-of-hmr; care programs aro: Foster.

HOs, Grouo Heys, Institutions; Stato Hospitals;

Developmmtl Crntr.xs,) Youth Puthority, Facilities:

Itcba( ien Panchc:s7
Camps; County Datontion Facilities;

Juvenile halls, and Moll, Public and Private Hospitals.

2) Mat sort of "cllneification'
system of children

should b, dcv,ao-)cd") Pew will -tv-dlable sorvicos wry

5"



according to the Classificatioq system developed?'
Shall the present category of Felfare and Institutions
Code 601 children be dissolved. and the children incor-

&porated under the MI code c',Iction..600 label? If so,
will the services offered to this grcilip of children
provide sufficient control to prevent further r no-.
tration into deliguoncy?

3) While it is recognized that the major).
children. are b.:. r _ served in traditional

home setts. gs
.... in most all Lastances, it is also recognized that t

best interests of a child may from time to time, or

(

.or rather substantidl
lengths of time, be best

ervdd by intensive treatment nrograms in grow-,
.-sotjtincis with multi-discirain.d profosional services.-

4

It iiz also
recoani%eJ that sem,,: portinn of thd total\ 0 home care preoram mat address 4.nt6nsive services

whr home Ovironmnnts
cnnnot proviso,

I
Should a Children's Services Unit include all residential
treatment Nid acute treatment

programs as well as' the
'more traditional foster dare settings?
4) Shouli the Children's Services Unit suDerviso all
other services necessary for the treatment of the
children in out -of --home care?

Modi-Cal/Crinplcd
Children's

Service0YPehnbilitation
Srrvices/W,c-Odonal

.1-



EducAion/Ednpationally P,;nciicapped?)

4
Should'a Children's Sorvioes unit be primlrily

concerned with thn developrvnt of 'minimum stangards
or with innovations sucL

organi%ation'of.tho funding
mechanisms around the need!.: rlf the child, rattier than
the agency which cares fo3A,hi'a? For c=mple, in

tCrippled Children's S(:rvicc,ri, furv:s.arc designated for
the child whether he r ties thA nc-cessa services
in hig-hon in another famiy's'hem:., or in hosIital.r

6) Would an anpronriate functionof a Chilaren's
Services Unt,t be io maintaip

at:nf,sitory of records onl
.41 children 11 2A hour\sui:-0:Thh:-T.1,care?

7) Can a Children's
S;-:rviee': Unit 111,-Audp ?aternal

'and Child 41ealth .ink

Screening programs? If so,.bc,-,! c-,11 the care .clf the
child'bc sepnrated from th c-are of the mother')

-

8) How can the Children's Service-, Unit insure, thn
flexibility ndcessary trent all childron'whon some
of them require only t,,mnorary services? (Services
for the deaf and blind?

13sych-:iatric services"))

Others require permanent, hour, out-of-home care.

56\
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9) Hoy cleos ono achieve smal3 orcanizntional,
t'ask-riented units capable of rIeliverinq multiple
services with rorlistic

Evory pro ossionni
"secs P diftrz-nt nnrt nf th elephant" -- how dnos
one overcome this in tb- interests of the chilc'
11(.:OAS?

10) 13 it possible
to r,..wiso

thc.idecision-mn:ing
process in planning for the

chilar-wher-is" tO 156 151nc6A
in foster cnre in order to insure (A) good input from
the medical prfession nrnnrd nourologv and other medicn1'
decisions: (E) diagnosis of lenrning disorders and .

rcmcdiation nreseriptionil by education consultants;
and (C) th(. rights of childrcn and their parents brine*
Protected by the legal nrrfcssion? Is it possible to
bring these

resnurcee:, .togthur tv help what is
currently burdening th-). ono lone (p:rhaps

untrained)
social worker who has ers,--loo,d of 70 in making
nearly all determinations which affect the foster
chdid?
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"GOO" Refers to particular Section of Welfare and
Institutions code. Sec Page 59.

"601" I1c1. , p. 59.

"602" Ibid., p..

AFDC-BilI Aid to Families with Dependent Children/
Boarding Homes and Institutions.
Federal funding of AFDC children provides
that children who enter foster care systemfrom such a caseload origin, - permits the

'County to he rear burled et level differingfrom the non-AFDC child'.

AFDC-FG Aid to Families with Dopenden Children/
Family Group. Se,) above.4

Youth Services Bureau 'In California comtunity programsf
which are -state ft nded and
'designated to set* delinquent
and pre-delinquen youth,

,authorized under enate Bill
\2100/1974.

California Youth Authority State AgencY for .

delinquendy treatmetit

/

and prevention proaraMs
in Califor is

System Throughout this report, ref rs to various
related administrative func ions within
State Government

Management Throughout,this report, rifers to
supervisory functions

Program Refers to quality of care for children
served'. Practices of 11 persons involved
in the care of the chi d are referred
throughout by term "pr gram."

Sri
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JUVENILE
JUSTICE
CdDESCALIFORNIA WELFARE MID

INSTITUTIONS CODE SECTIONS

600, Persons subject to
jurisdiction

Any person whose home is an unfit place for him byreason of neglect, cruelty, depravity, or physicalabuse of either of his parents, or of his guardian
or other person in whose custbaly or care he is.601.

Any person under the age of 18 years who
persistently

or habitually
refuses 'to obey the

reasonable'and proper
orders or directions of his parents, guardian orcustodian, or who is beyond the control of suchperson or who from any cause is in danger of leading
an idle,

dissolute, lewd, or immoral life, is within
the jurisdiction of the juvenile court which may
adjudge such person to be a ward of the court.
601.1

a) Any person under the age of 18 years who porsis-
tantly or habitually

refuses to obey the reasonable
and proper orders or directions of school

authorities,
and is thus beyond the control of such

authorities
or who is a habitual

truant from school within the ,

meaning of any law of this state, shall, prior to any
referral to the. juvenile court of the county, lie
referred to a school

attendance review board pursuant
to Section 12.404 of the Eth. cation Code.
b) If the school attendance review board determines
that the available public and private services areinsufficient or inappropriate to correct theinsubordination .or habitual

'truancy of the minor,ovif the minor fails to respond to directives of
the school

attendance review board or to servicesprovided, the minor is then within the
jurisdiction

of the juvenile court which may 'adjudge such person
to be a ward of the court.

601.2

In the event that a parent or guardian ,or person in
(charge of a minor

described in ;Section 601.1 fails
to respond to directives of the school attendance
review board or to services

offered on behalf of the
minor, the school attendance review board shall direct
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JUVENILE

CODES (2)

that the minor be referred to the probationdepartment or to the county welfare department underSection 600, and the school attendance review boardmay require the school distilec to tile a complaintagainst the parent, guardian, or other person incharge of such minor ac provith2 in Section 12452or Section 12756 of the Education Code,
602. Minors violating laws defining crime; minorsfailing to obey court order

qtny person who is and the age of 18 years when heviolates any law of this state of the United Stateor any ordinanc.: of any city or county of this st,defining crime or who, after having been found bythe juvenile court to be a person described bySection 601, fails to obey any lawful order of thejuvenile court, is within the
jurisdiction of thejuvenile court, which may adjudge such person to bea ward of the court.
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FOSTER CARE PROGRAMS
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